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Abstract: Giftedness and high abilities have been broadly defined and this fact has led to many
problems related to the detection and educational response given to gifted or highly able pupils
due to the stereotyped social representations of the concepts. However, the main misconceptions
might be changed with the aim of solving the mentioned problems. For this purpose, the aims
of this study are to explore the main misconceptions of giftedness and to identify which among
them seem to be most and least changeable. A questionnaire with the most extended myths and
stereotypes about giftedness was applied in a sample of 824 participants. The items’ analyses were
carried out by first studying item-test discrimination indices (test classical theory), and secondly,
the a and b parameters of items (item response theory). The results show that there are items that
would be easily changeable (9 items) and others less malleable (4 items). Therefore, it might be
concluded that the social representation of giftedness would have peripheral elements that could be
changed, while there would be less malleable central elements. Thus, different strategies to foster the
change of the social representation of giftedness should be considered, which will have social and
educational implications.
Keywords: change; elements; giftedness; social representation
1. Introduction
Knowledge about the phenomenon of high ability is constantly changing due to the intense debate
that has been taking place at the theoretical level in recent decades. Far from shedding light, this variety
of models and conceptions may favor the existence and persistence of stereotypes, representations, or
myths that affect, among others, the educational response that these students receive [1].
Myths arise from a combination of false beliefs or ideas shared by the general population, adding
experiences and perceptions in everyday reality. Therefore, they are often difficult to modify once
they have been assumed [2]. According to Tourón, Fernández, and Reyero [3], the beliefs that the
general population holds about any subject influence our perceptions and judgments about reality.
Stereotypes, instead, would be common beliefs about a group that help to save energy when explaining
social reality [4]. Brown and Turner [4] state that these are formed by illusory correlations so that
individuals relate minority group members to unusual behaviors (frequently undesirable) when no real
or implicit relationship exists. Stereotypes remain due to priming or the activation of representations
(also called implicit memory or accessibility to categories) where a certain social category may be
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activated (consciously or unconsciously) and lead individuals to judge others’ behaviors as associated
with the characteristics of the category. Moreover, the activation of a certain category decreases the
possibility of activating another category [4]. Despite this fact, García-Marqués, Santos, and Mackie [4]
consider that stereotypes could be malleable, especially when these are not central nor important or
the attribution is related to a nontypical member of the group. This is an important issue, considering
that attitudes show three main related components [4]: stereotypes (cognitive), prejudice (affective),
and discrimination (behavioral). Therefore, changes in attitude imply previous changes in its cognitive
and affective components. Thus, an inappropriate attitude towards giftedness or high ability might be
altered by eradicating myths, stereotypes, and prejudices.
There are various myths and stereotypes collected in the literature on this subject that refer to
academic aspects, social and personal adjustment, the nature of giftedness, or physical characteristics [5–9].
A key task in the analysis and study of these daily conceptions is to focus on scientific, media and cultural
knowledge since it determines how society in general, and teachers in particular, perceive and build their
own beliefs or myths about students with high abilities. In the scientific field, for example, the concept
of giftedness is diverse to the extent that it depends closely on the basic theoretical model used when
trying to conceptualize this phenomenon, with intelligence-centered, cognitive, performance-oriented,
and socio-cultural models [10]. This difference in conceptualization entails different interpretations
that depend on the diversity of the underlying models, coinciding with what McCallister, Nash, and
Meckstroth [11] call “sampling error”. Thus, under the same label, hugely different approaches are
accepted so that the study group of one research may not be comparable with that of another. Despite the
years of research dedicated to scientifically studying giftedness and high abilities, there is still a lack of a
general definition of giftedness, and, depending on the model followed, criteria for identifying gifted
participants may vary, making the generalizability of research findings difficult [12]. Models have gone
from a static or fixed capacity view of potential and intelligence and a purely cognitive understanding of
giftedness to a more dynamic perspective where endogenous and exogenous factors are interconnected,
leading to a broader concept of talent development [13]. Therefore, a unified and researcher-usable
definition would help to improve the quality and external validity of the studies [12].
1.1. Misconceptions about Giftedness and High Abilities due to Methodological Limitations
In respect of the educational field, establishing a concrete definition of high abilities or giftedness
is also a complicated issue given this variety of perspectives [14] and the lack of agreement on the
definition generates even more confusion [15]. Moreover, this diversity of models entails important
difficulties from a practical and also economic point of view, since it implies different criteria for
inclusion or exclusion depending on the model assumed in the educational policy of each country and
even of each region [16]. Therefore, Borges, Hernández-Jorge, and Rodríguez-Naveiras [7] assumed
that it is logical that even today, myths still exist and persist in the representation that the general
population, and ultimately teachers and other educational agents, have about students with high
abilities. As these authors point out, the continuity of these myths about high ability does not favor
an adequate knowledge of this type of student, influencing the identification and diagnosis of these
children at school [17], and in the same way, making it hard to identify them and to provide these
students with high abilities with an educational response adapted to their needs [18].
Many factors contribute to the persistence of incorrect conceptions of high abilities or giftedness
among the general population and educational, social, and political agents. The research developed
with methodological inaccuracy might have had a crucial role. On the one hand, there are many
methodological limitations related to data collecting procedures or biases in selection processes.
These could explain the incorrect conception of highly able people as having personal and social
adjustment problems, for example. The instruments used to assess the adjustment are not as rigorous
as they should be, either because they lack reliability or validity, or because the scales used are not
adequate when self-reporting is used. In addition, when data are derived from observations by close
associates, whether parents or teachers, prejudices may occur due to problems of subjectivity [11].
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In terms of selection bias, the research that has probably yielded the most positive results (e.g., those
carried out in summer camps) has followed a criterion of participant acceptance based on academic
performance [19–22], excluding low-performing gifted pupils, whose personal adjustment and levels
of self-esteem might not coincide with those of high academic performance.
On the other hand, studies have argued that a high incidence of psychopathology or predisposition
to adjustment problems in gifted children is also not free of methodological problems. The literature
is replete with reports of gifted youngsters who refuse to go to school, feel lonely, depressed, and
anxious, have low self-esteem, and feel different [23,24]. Much of this literature is based on case
studies, anecdotes, programs, and expert opinions [25]. Consequently, the origin of the myth that
smart children are clinically problematic may be in the reference sources when these are based on
clinical studies. It can be deduced that the gifted child is not a presumed candidate for behavioral or
psychopathological problems, but that in some cases, people who request counseling show a peculiar
intelligence as one more feature. It is, therefore, a different group, which has come to be called
double-diagnosed or exceptional [26]. The clinical pathological “view” biases the vision of the gifted
as not having specific needs of emotional features that are different from the nongifted. Therefore,
offering a psychoeducational “view” based on the study of “normality” can offer a different vision
of this population. However, the most current literature rules out the possibility that people with
giftedness, high abilities, or talent, as a group, present problems of personal or social maladjustment
different from those of the rest of the population [27–31].
Regarding the methodological weaknesses related to control groups, and from the point of view
of scientific rigor, these have not always been the most suitable. Thus, some studies have not compared
gifted youths with adequate control groups of nongifted children, but have contrasted data from
samples of gifted youths with normative data reported in test manuals [32–34], or there has not been
excessive rigor in the criteria for choosing the control group [11].
1.2. Misconceptions about High Abilities Studied from the Perspective of the Social Representation Theory
Considering the perspective of the social representation theory [35], there are only a few studies
related to the social representation of high abilities in which the concept of intelligence has been
the predominant element. In this regard, Tavani, Zenasni, and Pereira-Fradin [36] examined the
social representation of giftedness. They considered social representation as a social perception
and construction of reality made by individuals, where the construction consists of central or core
elements and peripheral elements organized in a structure; core or nucleus elements were considered as
normative and stable over time, while peripheral elements were understood as protecting or changing
factors for the core element. They examined the structure of the social representation of giftedness, and
they found differences between those participants that were familiar with gifted children, and those that
they were not: the first group represented a central node or nucleus based on the notions of sensitivity,
curiosity, and intelligence, while the second group only considered the last notion of intelligence, this
last one being a normative element of the social representation of giftedness. In Finland, Räty [37]
developed research in which two different representations of intelligence, in the sense of giftedness,
were studied among Finnish parents: fathers seemed to recognize the representation of natural
giftedness, while mothers seemed to prefer the representation based on the multifariousness of abilities
in a trend of supporting social equality. Moreover, Räty, Mononen, and Pykäläinen [38] studied the
representation of natural giftedness among parents, where they found differences related to gender and
perceived social rank. However, none of them raised the issue of changes in the social representation
of high abilities, which is important to face the misconceptions and the problems derived from these,
such as serious obstacles in the detection of highly able pupils and the inaccuracy in the educational
response given to them. Therefore, the malleability of the central node of the social representation of
giftedness is a challenge for the educational research field.
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1.3. Effects of Misconceptions on the Educational Response Given to Highly Able Students
All the factors determining methodological and conceptual mistakes foster the permanence of
misconceptions, myths, and false beliefs, and have serious consequences in many fields since they
can influence teachers’ and families’ attitudes towards this population. This could interfere in the
identification, assessment, and educational response processes and the general development of these
pupils [39].
Various studies have shown the persistence of these myths in teachers, such as the one carried out
by García-Barrera and De la Flor [40], where 637 secondary education teachers from all over Spain
were assessed on these myths or mistaken beliefs. The obtained results revealed that a considerable
part of the participants had little knowledge about these students, considering that they stand out in
everything and are committed to the task. Valadez, Zambrano, and Borges [41] found that part of the
definitions given by teachers corresponded to aspects related to students’ greater knowledge.
As pointed out by Rodrigues and De Souza [1], numerous studies show that one of the main
reasons why teachers do not implement strategies that meet the educational needs of highly able
students is that they base their actions or educational responses on myths and stereotypes, ignoring
scientific studies in this field, which, as previously mentioned, may also be contributing to the
generation of confusion, and ultimately, the persistence of these myths. It is essential that teachers
are trained in high skills to ensure the success of any educational measure adopted since untrained
teachers tend to be disinterested in and reject these types of students [42]. As Reis and Renzulli [43]
pointed out, poor teacher training in this area causes gifted students to underperform and even drop
out of school. Adequate teacher training, free of stereotypes or myths, results in the appropriate use of
specific materials for these students [44] and more positive attitudes [3,45,46].
Another practical aspect, both for the family and for the teachers, is that both are the main agents
involved in the detection of highly able students, so the existence of misconceptions among them does
not favor an exact detection. In the case of teachers, the detection percentage may not reach 9% of
gifted students with low achievement levels [47]. In the case of families, misconceptions also lead to
inaccurate detection [48].
In order to foster more inclusive education and a correct educational response directed to the
diversity of highly able pupils, a rigorous study of the prevalent social representation of giftedness and
high ability (mainly present in educational agents) is completely necessary. It is important to identify
from the perspective of the social representation theory [35] those elements of representations, in this
case, the most common myths and stereotypes about giftedness, that show different levels of resistance
to change or malleability. Specific training program proposals might be delivered for easily modifying
inaccurate elements of social representations (e.g., by introducing and activating correct peripheral
elements) [49], as well as for hardly changeable incorrect elements of social representations (e.g., by
influencing general public opinions and diminishing the effect of central node elements) [50].
The aims of this exploratory study are to examine the main incorrect elements of social
representations of high ability or giftedness and to identify, through the item response theory (IRT),
which elements among them seem to be most and least changeable.
2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants
In the present study, the sample was composed of 824 participants. Firstly, 313 participants from
the general population in Spain participated in the study, 217 being women and 96 men. This was a
heterogeneous subsample composed of people of different ages, sex, educational levels, professions,
and regions in Spain. They were considered to have a population-based social representation of
giftedness. Secondly, 511 university students of preschool and primary Education (years 1 to 3) from a
Spanish private teacher training university college participated, from which 341 were women, 167 men,
and 3 did not specify their sex. This subsample was included because it was considered important
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to know the social representation of giftedness among the future teachers of preschool and primary
education levels. Therefore, considering the whole sample, 67.7% were women, 31.9% men, and 0.4%
did not specify their sex. Considering the age of participants, the range was between 16 and 75 years
(M = 26.61; SD = 11.69). Finally, in respect of the participants’ educational levels, only 21 (2.4%) had
primary or secondary level education.
2.2. Instrument
Representation of high abilities (giftedness) [51]. This is a short questionnaire to be applied in
10 min about the representation of high abilities in the educational and more general fields. It consists
of 34 items (see Table 1) with a 4-point Likert scale (from “totally disagree” to “totally agree”), where
all the statements assess the existing and most common myths and stereotypes about high abilities in
literature. The items are based firstly on a previous instrument [8], secondly, on a literature review of the
most common myths and stereotypes, and finally, on the judgment and corrections of several experts
on the field (as evidence of content validity). The instrument has shown to be reliable (Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.899) and it assesses a unique dimension (as evidence of construct validity).
Table 1. Representation of high abilities (giftedness) [51]. Myths and stereotypes of giftedness reflected
in the items of the questionnaire and their literary sources.
Items
1. Creating special programs for gifted children is a mistake, as it prevents them from developing at a normal pace [2]
2. Gifted children cannot fit in because they are too smart [52]
3. Gifted children achieve a higher level of education than those of average ability (doctoral studies) [53]
4. Gifted children have above average intelligence even in domains not related to intellectual abilities [53]
5. Gifted children are often rare and present problems of social maladjustment [54]
6. Education programs for gifted children are elitist [55]
7. Children with learning difficulties might not be gifted [56]
8. Gifted children are good at everything [57]
9. There are not gifted children, just overstimulated [54]
10. Gifted children, especially the most outstanding ones, become eminent and creative adults [2]
11. Intelligence depends on race, social class, and sex [54]
12. These children have a high capacity to lead groups [54]
13. Gifted children have a high performance and better results in school [53]
14. Gifted children have difficulties in relationships and communication with others [55]
15. Gifted children have such social and personality resources that they can achieve full development by
themselves [2]
16. These children have the needed capacity and intellectual resources to achieve their goals by themselves, without
special help [54]
17. They are introverted [52]
18. Gifted children feel rejected by their peers [54]
19. Attention for gifted students should be offered once other important needs of the education system are met [2]
20. Gifted children are self-motivated [54]
21. Gifted children are happy, popular, and adjust well to school [56]
22. Gifted children must be restrained to make them equal to others to avoid problems of social adaptation [58]
23. Highly able children are the creation of parents who lead their children to continuous high performance [2]
24. Highly able children are often from high social classes and have the financial and material resources to meet their
needs [2]
25. Differentiated education for highly able or talented students generates elitism and emphasizes the differences
between people [59]
26. A high IQ ensures academic and professional success [60]
27. Differentiated attention to highly able students violates the principle of equal opportunity and generates
differences between students according to their ability [2]
28. Intellectually gifted children should be attended by teachers for the gifted [61]
29. It is quite easy to detect the gifted; they are noticed from a young age [54]
30. Gifted children tend to be clumsier and less skilled in sports activities [61]
31. Gifted children are often weaker and sicker [54]
32. Gifted children only relate to older children [54]
33. The gifted child can be left with classmates of the same age and asked to help them [40]
34. People who do not show eminence in childhood will never stand out in any talent [2]
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2.3. Procedure
The study is based on a cross-sectional design and follows a survey methodology, where an online
tool was applied in Google form to a heterogeneous sample of the general population. In addition, it
was applied to a sample of preschool and primary education university students at a private teacher
training university college during school hours (an average time of 30 min was estimated).
In order to comply with ethical and data protection requirements, in the first study of the general
population, the informed consent of the participants was requested online (prior to the completion of
the questionnaires). For the second study, we first obtained the approval of the Ethics Commission of
the private university and the permission of the university and the teachers involved; in parallel, the
principal researchers obtained approval from their university’s Ethics Commission (CEIBA2020–0392).
Secondly, the informed consent of the participants was requested following the same protocol as for the
general population sample. In both cases, the data were collected anonymously, and no information
was required that would lead to the identification of the participants. The data were stored in a
repository managed by the principal investigators and will be destroyed within a reasonable time once
the results of the study are published.
2.4. Data Analyses
In order to corroborate the discrimination values of the items, item-test discrimination indices
were calculated with the SPSS v20 program. Moreover, the reliability index of the instrument and the
unidimensionality of the factor structure were explored by carrying out a one-factor exploratory factor
analysis with the software Factor v10.9.01 [62]. Finally, aiming to explore the malleability of items,
these were analyzed based on the item response theory, by determining the a and b parameters with
normal-ogive parameterization, and using a graded response model (GRM) [63] with the same program.
3. Results
3.1. Item-Test Discrimination Indices
The items presented adequate discrimination indices, with a range between 0.226 and 0.537.
Therefore, item correlation with the rest of the scale is acceptable, and this means that the studied
myths and stereotypes correspond to the representation of giftedness. These are shown in Table 2.
Table 2. Item-test discrimination indices.
Item DI Item DI Item DI
1 0.279 13 0.508 25 0.373
2 0.288 14 0.315 26 0.533
3 0.442 15 0.509 27 0.434
4 0.373 16 0.517 28 0.396
5 0.375 17 0.394 29 0.398
6 0.319 18 0.237 30 0.408
7 0.371 19 0.419 31 0.514
8 0.396 20 0.512 32 0.328
9 0.380 21 0.317 33 0.226
10 0.419 22 0.421 34 0.457
11 0.372 23 0.537
12 0.329 24 0.469
3.2. Factor Structure and Reliability
In order to determine the unidimensionality of the scale and to compare this one to the structural
model of the original instrument [51], exploratory factor analysis was carried out, making the initial
matrix with polychoric correlations, and limiting the number of factors to one. The suitability of the
factor analysis was verified (KMO = 0.902; Bartlett’s statistic 6915.7, df = 561; p = 0.000010). The model
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showed to be adequate, with an RMSEA value of 0.071 (thus, between 0.050 and 0.080), and a CFI of
0.934 (between 0.920 and 0.950). The factor extracted explained 0.27503% of the variance. The omega
coefficient obtained confirmed the good reliability of the instrument (McDonald’s omega = 0.913).
The factorial weights of the items are shown in Table 3. In sum, psychometric properties in this study
correspond to those found in the original study, verifying the unique structure of the instrument and
its reliability, as well as the scientific value of the tool and the study.
Table 3. Factorial weights of the items.
Item Weight Item Weight Item Weight
1 0.351 13 0.591 25 0.424
2 0.381 14 0.316 26 0.675
3 0.508 15 0.602 27 0.497
4 0.438 16 0.613 28 0.532
5 0.403 17 0.427 29 0.464
6 0.343 18 0.234 30 0.482
7 0.487 19 0.501 31 0.636
8 0.555 20 0.643 32 0.390
9 0.484 21 0.431 33 0.249
10 0.490 22 0.608 34 0.616
11 0.579 23 0.695
12 0.400 24 0.635
3.3. Items Analyses Based on the Item Response Theory
In order to explore the malleability of items, these were analyzed based on the item response
theory [64]. Those showing a greater difference between parameters b3 and b1 (see Table 4) were
considered as being less changeable, while those with a small difference were considered as being
more changeable.
Table 4. Parameters of items based on the item response theory.
Items a b1 b2 b3 b3 − b1
1 0.374 −0.121 2.125 4.506 4.627
2 0.413 1.573 3.519 5.000 3.427
3 0.589 −1.516 0.653 3.013 4.529
4 0.487 −0.793 1.514 3.902 4.695
5 0.441 −1.199 1.345 4.484 5.683
6 0.365 −2.079 1.137 4.192 6.271
7 0.558 0.301 2.449 3.653 3.352
8 0.668 1.113 2.945 4.129 3.016
9 0.554 0.094 2.501 4.319 4.225
10 0.562 −1.717 1.051 3.830 5.547
11 0.709 1.861 3.075 4.335 2.474
12 0.437 −1.064 2.154 4.980 6.044
13 0.732 −1.337 0.406 2.162 3.499
14 0.333 −3.459 0.386 4.392 7.851
15 0.753 −0.844 1.419 3.392 4.236
16 0.775 −0.767 1.095 2.880 3.647
17 0.472 −2.127 0.792 3.561 5.688
18 0.241 −4.643 0.792 5.000 9.643
19 0.579 −0.598 1.097 3.052 3.650
20 0.839 0.043 1.895 3.505 3.462
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Table 4. Cont.
Items a b1 b2 b3 b3 − b1
21 0.478 −0.635 2.722 4.984 5.619
22 0.765 1.060 2.324 3.147 2.087
23 0.966 0.349 1.868 3.300 2.951
24 0.823 0.767 2.304 3.757 2.990
25 0.468 −1.289 0.998 3.333 4.622
26 0.915 0.336 1.713 3.099 2.763
27 0.573 −0.725 1.142 3.096 3.821
28 0.629 0.922 2.623 4.099 3.177
29 0.524 −1.222 1.093 3.336 4.558
30 0.551 −0.278 1.825 3.817 4.095
31 0.825 0.476 2.344 3.380 2.904
32 0.423 −0.305 2.462 5.000 5.305
33 0.257 −3.550 0.012 4.591 8.141
34 0.781 0.725 2.500 3.316 2.591
Results show that, on the one hand, considering the a parameter, items 14, 18, and 33 have a
limited capacity of discrimination. This is partly in accordance with the results found by following the
classical test theory (see items 18 and 33 in Table 2). Among the items, 22 have low values, while the
rest show moderate values. Therefore, the analyzed myths and stereotypes show low or moderate
properties related to the representation of giftedness.
On the other hand, considering the lowest values of the b3 parameter, items 13 and 16 have been
regarded as being the most changeable. Finally, considering the criteria of the difference between
parameters b3 and b1, the most changeable would be items 11, 22, 23, 24, 26, 31 and 34, while the
least changeable would be items 12, 14, 18 and 33. In sum, considering the malleability of myths
and stereotypes as elements of the social representation of giftedness, these are the items in which
researchers and education practitioners should pay attention.
4. Discussion
As already stated, in many cases, the popular meanings of talent and high ability are based on
misconceptions, which lead to two fundamental problems: understanding high ability as a synonym of
high performance, and believing that the presence of high intelligence will inevitably relate to personal
or social maladjustments. In the first case, the fundamental problem is the error in detecting these
students, especially when those who maintain this belief are teachers [65]. This can lead to excluding
highly able students with a low performance. As for the second, the main problem would be the social
alarm generated in their families, as parents will receive the diagnosis of high ability with concern
because they imagine a future of loneliness and maladjustment for their child [66].
This research has brought, in part, promising results. Thus, the items that have shown a lower
score (those that indicate a smaller presence of misconception) are related to academic performance:
relating high ability to high performance (item 13) or thinking that the children have the needed
resources to achieve their goals (item 16). According to this point but considering the criterion of a
lesser difference between parameters b3 and b1, item 26 states that a high IQ ensures a high performance.
Obviously, intelligence and instruction are not interchangeable concepts. Good intelligence facilitates
learning, but intelligence does not mean possessing knowledge if the student does not participate in
the teaching–learning process. Additionally, within this set of beliefs, there is little difference between
parameters b3 and b1 in considering that gifted pupils must be slowed down to match their peers (item
22) or considering that their talent is the result of parental effort (item 23).
The other group of more malleable contents has to do with the disregard of the social context
related to greater intelligence (items 11 and 24) and the idea of their physical weakness (item 31), or
the idea that they must show eminence from childhood to excel in some talent (item 34). From a
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perspective of the Social Representation Theory, these would be the items that correspond to peripheral
elements with a greater weight than central elements. Therefore, peripheral elements that would bring
people to contemplate highly able children closer to their reality should be created and reinforced, so
that new activities and elements can become social representations’ central elements [49]. In practice,
specific intervention programs aiming to show diversity among highly able or talented students
could be helpful to introduce new peripheral elements (characteristics) and enhance changes in
social representation.
However, despite the contrary evidence that emerges in the literature [27,28,67,68], the myth of
the lack of social adjustment still remains, since items 14 and 18, which refer to these contents, seem to
have high differences between parameters b3 and b1, these being less malleable. The idea of being
leaders (item 12) also appears to be rooted, and this can be easily explained because when they share
a classroom with their less able peers, their greater reasoning capacity would make them stand out
as leaders in the group. Although, in specialized literature, the leadership capacity of the gifted or
highly able students is assumed [69], evidence shows a lack of relationship between leadership and
high ability [70].
Finally, the consideration of letting the gifted child become a tutor to their peers, as good teaching
practice (item 33), seems to be less malleable, which is also considered an educational response by their
teachers [41]. This strategy may benefit the classroom climate by finding a task for this student, but
it would not be helpful from the point of view of the student, because the gifted child would not be
receiving the needed educational response. In this case, we are talking about those representations that
have a wrong but well-anchored central nucleus, which would require new activities or interventions
aimed at a more general population that would generate an influence on public opinion (e.g., by using
tactics based on the basic principles of social influence) [50], and thus contribute to diminish the effect
of the elements of the central node of the representation.
Intervention programs that have an impact on these less malleable items should be directed
towards the general population. Thus, it would be interesting to design campaigns, publicity, or other
projects that could help enhance another view of high ability or giftedness into societies.
In social representations, the myths and erroneous beliefs usually appear in many contexts, since
they favor the creation of stereotypes, due to physical or external factors or to internal factors [71]. It is
not strange that this type of intuitive and simplified knowledge appears in so many fields because, as in
any other categorization phenomenon, it introduces order and facilitates the perception of reality [72].
However, the misconception about greater intellectual ability (giftedness, high ability, or talent)
does not favor the best development of this group, being especially dangerous for those who deal
more closely with these students, that is, parents and teachers. It has been empirically corroborated
that stereotypes can determine certain attitudes (e.g., active harm, neglecting or helping) towards the
others [73], and teachers are not an exception. Therefore, social representation and the associated
myths or beliefs that teachers may have about their students in general and, more specifically, about
highly able pupils, depend on many variables, the most relevant being academic preparation and the
professional context [74].
It is important to eradicate the idea of the equivalence between high performance and high
ability, an aspect often incurring among teachers [65]. The lack of training related to the detection of
highly able students and the response that should be given to them generates a lack of knowledge
regarding the characteristics of these students (given that the information that they manage is based
on misconceptions), and consequently, hinders their detection. On the other hand, the little or lack
of training in adapted educational strategies and methodologies makes the educational response
deficient. Therefore, the absence of specific training in high skills is not helpful at all. In Spain, as
well as in several other countries, the existence of specific content on high abilities is not usual for
both undergraduate or graduate studies in the most affected careers, such as teaching, pedagogy, and
psychology [75]. Therefore, it is necessary to include rigorous and empirically supported content on
this topic in the curricula of these careers. The myths and stereotypes analyzed in this study could be
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considered in the curricula and in other training programs. It would be important to eradicate those by
following different strategies for more and less malleable elements and offer a more realistic scope of
high ability or giftedness.
With respect to the families, misconceptions can lead to false detection realized by parents.
The family plays a fundamental role in the development of the highly able or gifted child, basically by
using educational attitudes that generate positive attitudes [76]. In a recent study [48], it was observed
that among the reasons given by parents who had considered their children to be gifted but were not
confirmed in the diagnosis was that their teachers had nominated them as more able (probably because
of good performance, and due to the confusion between academic talent and high ability) than others.
On the other hand, it is also important to contradict this myth, due to the concerns that parents may
have about their children having problems in their social relationships [77,78]. Therefore, training
programs for parents of the highly able children would be important to eradicate misconceptions about
high ability or giftedness. Moreover, general campaigns directed to other parents, or to educational,
social, and political agents would be important to change those misconceptions or erroneous elements
(e.g., myths and stereotypes) of the social representation of high abilities. This could have a great
impact in society but also in educational and political responses given to highly able people.
Finally, we must admit that this research has not been developed without limitations. Firstly, it
would be more representative to extend the sample to public university students. Secondly, it would
be interesting to develop the research with other professionals of education, such as primary education
teachers. Thirdly, data collected from other sources could provide interesting information about how
high abilities are understood in society and could help improving the characteristics of the tools. Thus,
conducting qualitative research could be ideal for future research. In respect of other future directions
for intervention and research, it is considered important to design different intervention strategies and
to study their effects in the change of the social representation of high ability or giftedness. Once the
diverse interventions are applied, it would be interesting to continue with research aimed to explore
how these changes influence the detection and educational response given to these students, and how
these interventions foster the changes in social attitudes towards highly able or gifted people.
5. Conclusions
The existence of myths about giftedness, high abilities, and talent is still present and it is important
to carry out training, information, and dissemination actions to eliminate them. In the present work, it
has become clear that the set of elements of the social representation of high ability or giftedness does
not have equal malleability. Thus, there seems to be a greater ability to eliminate elements that consider
high ability as equal to high performance, while those related to the inadequate social adaptation of
these students are more difficult to eradicate.
The maintenance of these myths or misconceptions has a very clear practical implication: a
lack of knowledge about the reality of highly able or gifted students makes their detection more
difficult, which is the first step once the presence of a higher ability is corroborated by identification
and diagnosis, so that the appropriate educational response can be given. It also interferes in the
correct performance, since the lack of knowledge about the characteristics of these students makes
the application of favorable learning strategies and methodologies difficult, which only hinders the
response given to their personal and educational needs.
In conclusion, it is necessary to give information about the reality of these students to the general
population through different tactics of social influence and through the media, social networks, as
well as scientific events of diffusion. In addition, given the relevance that teachers play in both the
detection and educational response of these students, it is essential that teacher training at both the
undergraduate and graduate levels clearly and broadly include content related to the education of
highly able pupils.
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